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PRPICTION OF ACADEMIC SUCdEtS TOR MATURE STUDENTS

There are increasingly large,numbers of -o.lder students on college

campuses. Aany factors contribute to this,trend High sthool students are
0

deciding to stop out for a peridd of time before going on to c011ege.. Many

adults are deciding to begin college la er in life, or complete their pre-
,

viously intetrupted college education/- Others are coming back fori.etrain-

?
ing,in differetiaocational fields, for upgrading of job skills, as well as

.

for,their own enrichment. The current economic situation contributes to

this trend. Large numbers'of under-or unemployed peopl,e ANAth time on their

hands are beginning to consider some type of post-secondary education. The

general population has more descretionary leisure timethan ev r before.

Also, because.of declining birth fates the-median age of e general popula-..)

0

tion is increasing. All of these factors, when take ogether, tend to

indicate that there will continue to be large n ers of mature students on

.

college campuses.;

Because of this trend there is a need for data on the.success of'4

these students.at college. Because ey come from such diverse backgrourits

and with many diffeent motivat. s as well as purposes, it should not be

assumed that the traditiona academic measdres will have predictive 'iralidity

for these students. There exists a need to examine anew what factors con-
.

tribute to the academic success of these mature students.[ Or if, in fatt4
,

there are any,factors.which are useful in tht prediction Of academic achieve- .

.1
.

0

ment for the Older student. This study is an attempt to explofe the predictive
.

validity of some of these factors.

pecificapy, this.study Was conducted to shed:light on the follow-

ing uesticins. First, is The University of Michigan (U-M) attracting more older



students?! Seconk, is-there eisclifferrexice hetweeirythe academic achieVeMent.df
: ',.,

.: :

the,younger and older st4dehtS?:Third,' do the variables used tc(plvdict
..\c

,

.adademic suCCes: for, yoUngei-/ StudentS! :also centribute: tdc'ette-preslicti

similar aChievement for these older students? 'Fourth, are there sex-rted

differences in the predictionlof aculeinic sUCcess fof such students?

... ,.

RtVIEW OF THEREgARCH
, :,

Negative Findingsmm .PrediCtion

Results of a study.at Macomb.County Community college, Michigan,

(Ice,. 1971) suggested that high school grade-point average (GPA) and

American College Test'ing program (ACT), test sgores correlaiions with college

GpA were not sufficiently high towarrant their use as, exclusive criteria for

%
\

prediction with'mature adult applicants. This stuoly found Plat even though

yoUng adults and mature adults had
4

students overa$1 compileda better
41110

and.Winslow'(1968) al,so-4bund that

similar,high;SchoOl records, the.Mature

college GPA. The studie's.by Ryan (1969)

high sch6o1 GPA*as not a good predic,tor

\
of college GPA for adult,students. Stephen and Whee1er (1969), as well_as

Groehke.(1969), in addition, concluded that. ACT(test 'results were not as

lhighly correlated with college GPA for thature studentsas for young student

._These studies, when taken together,. indicate-that the two most common measures

.of past academic achievement are not' 'predictive of.future college ach'ievement

for the Uult student.

itive Fihdings

9-

4:
Most research conducted on young versus mature studeatsItends to

,

least al; well, and better in oMeindicate that the:older st4dents do at

.instances, than thedr'more ttaditional counterparts'(Fagin, 1971; Ferguso

Heifter,e1962; Halls 070; Perkins, 1971, geed 04 Murphi: 675; Ryan, 1'969;
,

4'

1966;
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SenSor? 1964;' Stephen and.Wheeler, 1969; Winslow, 1968),.

4,

.

Unfortunately, while many gg istpdies suest.basng admission of non-
-- ,

traditional students oh variables'.otherthan.prior academic achievement,
(

there is little evidence of studies reporting on the predictive validity of

these variables for nontraditional students.' Some suggestedvariables

include scholastic motivation and willingness to spend time on education

(Halfter, 1962), personal interviews,-poSt high school experiences.,(Water

1971), references or reCommendations of an employer ,(Reed and Murphy, l97S),

more maturity, and 'dearer goals (Ferguson, 1966)..

There is more substaatial'eVidence on sex differences in the pre-

diction of academic success. Paraskevopoulos and binspn (1970) found that

while "the coefficients of theAeparate regression equations for men and

women were not significantly different . . . the intercepts of the two

separate. equations were statistically significant (p.-215)." Furtliefmore,

study 133, Gross, Faggen, and McCarthy (1974) indicated that females are more

predictable than males in academic settings.

.

The research cited above tends to indicate, in summary, that there

are large differences between younger'and older college students in their

academic achievement and predictability of such achievement.

Sub'ects

METHOD
r

For this -Situdy, the older or nontraditional student was definea-as

-an undergraduate student who is 22 years of.age or older at the time,of first

enrpllment at The University of Mtchigan. It should be noted that thiS makes

\ junipr level transfer student only several years "nontraditional" since

tile traditional junior-level transfer student is only 19 or 20 yearsold.'

;,
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The nontraditional students.who entered The Univer'sity of Michigan 'during the

calendar years 1971 through 1974 were compared with undergrad ate entrantS to

.)

The University ofMichigan during the_same ;rears.

RESULTS.AND DI CUS.,51.0N

Table.I.gives a sumMayy of th 'nuplioers,of older students initially

enrolling,as-undergraduates at The University of Michigan during the years

thrdugh 12.74.. Analysis ofsthis table indicates an,olierall picture o
,

.

jncreasing:numbers 'as well as percentages of older students:enrollisng t

University. of Mithigan. While there are some inconsistencies.in this rend,

for example freshman males applying for entry during 1974 and female and male

transfer students applying fOr adMission during the 1972 calb.ndar year; the

data is reasonably consistent. This data suggests that university. adminis-
,

trators should be aware of the unigue needs of'and provide.additional speciar:,

'services for these nontraditional students.

(Insert Table / here)

Is there a difference 'between the acadetric achieveMent;of these '

-

oloder student:and their younger couPterparts? In ;erns of pasi academic "
.

,achievement; analysis of Tahle II\(freshmen) and Table tII (tra4fer S'tudents )

shows significant:difference's between, the academic guaWicationg of''younger

and older students.: Younger .reshmen. (Table II) admitted to the:UniverSity.-

have almost (.841 a full grade highermean grade-point average in:high school'
,

Their mean-high school percentile rank (HSPR) plates them in the

,.top 12 percent of tiieir class, while the-nontraditional students are, on the
,

average, around the Oth percentile: Yo'unger feshmen.also do much.betteron'

the Schola-Stic-Aptitude TOst (SAT' than Older fes.hten, thoogg the differences.a
.

ip the Verbal s4scores(SAT V) are not nearly,a,large as for the-Math subscores
., , .

oe

,, ., il ''

.
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' (SAT M). It is interestingto note, furthermore, that the stahSard deviation,

that is, the spreac4 iS' Consi,derably greater for the older freshmen

1

f. ,/

in all variables. a,

,
es II and III'here)

'j .

Table Ill i

into the University. '

en,ahalogous situation for students transferring

istu ents have a lower prior college mean grade-,

'point average and a greater spread":of grades than their younger counterparts..

It is Clear,from both Tables' II and III,that older students enrolling at the '

University present considerably poorer academic qualifications at the time.of

/admilsioi. 144 a these,students fare in the University classrooms?

Table IV presents data.on the academic success oT students as measured

by the.first year/Jniversity of.Michigan grade-point average (UM-GPA) oh a

0.0 - 4.0 scale. The da ta in Table IV is clear, with respect to females., Whether

they apply as freshmen or transfer students older women earn a slightly better

'mean grade-point at the University (UM-GPA) than their more traditional counter-.

part's. For males the Situation is less clearcut. The younger shman males

have'a considerably higher mean U-M grade-point average than older freshman males

,but Male tranAer studentS earn the same mean grade-point average whether they

are younger or .older.The standard deviationl are slightly larger for nontradi-

tional students, whether they are males or females; freshmen or transfe .

students.

(Insert Table lk here)

/111.

When data from Tables II, III, and IV are..comparedit becomes.evident,

that even though older students are admitted with lower academic.qualifications
s

they perform relatively -- to these qualifications -- better than do younger .

4

students relatively to their academic qualifications. For freshmen, the
0

decrease in mean grade-point average from high school to college is .57 for
4°

7
of'
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young Students while older 'freshmen ncrease their tean grade int average .15.

The mean grade-point average decrease from theirprior college top is. .27

for traditional transfer students, whilealder students tyansierring to the

,Uniyersity exhibit no change in their7.mpan grade-point average. thus, older

students do relatively better as a group than their younger, more traditional

counterparts'. While older students do relatively better academically, the

question remainSg are they as predictatile?

Analysis of Table V and Table VI for freshmen'and Table VI.I...for

transfer students indicates that, first, traditional freshmen and tiansfer

students are significantly predictable... For.freshmen (Table,V) aft 'tranSfer

students (Table VII) all of the independent Nariables studies are significantly
. .

5

A
correlated (p.01) with the deperibient variable -- UM-GPA. The regression

.4

analysis (Table VI) also points to the significant predictability of first year

grades for young students,.be they'freshmen or transfers to the Universi4. The-

dependent variableof th'e regression equation is, of,course, the first year

U-M grade-point average. The independent variables.includes.HSGPAHSPR,1,,SAT-V,

and SAT-M. The'pattern of predictability is less'clear forthe

traditional cttdents.

(Insert. Tables V and VI )ere)

Foi older freshm6, Tal,le V indicates that there 'is only one independent .

P

variable, SAT ,vO'rbal score, significantly !Eorrelated .(p < .01) with -0M-GPA for 0'

females and none tpr males. Table VI shows that UM-GPA fpr.older. females is some-.
-

f .

c predictable (p (1.05). bui not significantly predictablp for older tales.: It',

0 A k

I Y

3

is interesting,to note (Table IV) thqk for the older female freshmen tIte SAT

verbal score accounts for most of the. vaAnce and.,that .these alder freihman

. . :

females are'the most pedict4ble freshman'group stulied.

(tnsei-t Table VII herb)

_,8
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CorrertionS for older transfer students'are presented in Table VII. This

q'
tableeindiCateS that'for older transfer students prior grade-point average is -

not significantly 'correlated with grades for females but is for males, the

reverse. of the pattern foriolder.freshmen.

One can conclude'from the above analysis thatnot only is there a.
4

difference in predictability of first year GPA for younger and older students

at The University of Michitan but also that thbre are differences in predicta-

bility betweeç freshmen and transfers and between females and males.

SUMMARY

,Resurts of this study indicate till:a following: First, The University

of Michigan is enrolling ever increasing nutbers of students wild are 22 years

of age or older.. Second, these students exhibit higheT relative achievement_

than their more traditional counterpa;ts. Next, there are differences. in the

pattern and degree of predictability for these older students when compared

_

with the younger, more traditional students. Finally, these dffferences in the

pattern and degree f predictability to be sex related.
4

Because Of their ever incr bers, there is a need for increased

servic'es to these students new to the giate scene. Colleges and univer-

sities need to continuallylevaluate the adequacy of their programs which 4id

the transition of the nontraditional student from tbe "outside world" to colleges
woe

There should be ongoing research on and moni,toring of ,these students. Finally,

there ShoUld be'cotparable data collected at other institutions to validate the

above findings

tfr4f!,1-- 9



1971

1973

1974

1 0

*

Tablp

NumberFof 0 er Students Enrolling
2
as Undergraduates /

t The University of Michigan.'

Female Male Total

(96)

(.4)

(.6)

(1,0)

(1,1)

1%) ts1

12 (.61 7 (.3) 19

21 (1.0) (.2) 27

29 6(1.3) 18 (.h) 47

36 (1.7) 16 (.6) '52

0

14'

411

Female

Tr sfer Students

Male Total

N (%) (96), N (%)

128 (18.1) 161 (21.2) 289 (19.7)

104 (1347) 142 (15.3) 24 (14.6).

195 (23.6) 222 (22.5) 417 (23.0)

183.)- (23./0) 256 (24..9) 439 (24.1)

11



Table II

ligh School Grade-Point Average, Class Rank,and SAT Scores

for Traditionil.and Oldr Freshmen,

\
HSG131 FISPR SAT, V SAT M

, (N) Mean \ S.D. (N) 'Mean S.D. (N) Mean, 5.D, (N) Mean S.D.

,

Tiraditkional

Female ,(8484)

/Male (9973)

Total (18457)

,Older Stuaelis

Female (79)

Male 4(35)

Total , (114)

3,46 ',,38 (8528)

3135 44 (10045) 86

3,40 42 (18573) 88

2,72 (98) 56

2,20 (47) 39

2,56 (145) 50

1212 ,.;541

14 7 9,84,3)~
47L 94

,

13;7 p8loii 54'4, , 95

34,4

31,7

't (74') '

(36)

34,3

7,

(1101

(8355) 554 94

(9.843) 621 91

(18198) 590 98

5,34 -115! (74) 444 111
h"

'5:09 126 2,9501'_.122_

'526 119 (110) '462 119
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Table III

,

Prior Cciliege Grade-Point Ayer ge

4

for Traditional and Older Transfer S udentsi

Traditional,

(N) Mean S, D,

Female (2476) 3,16 .43

Male - (2917), 3,07 .47,

1,

TO.611 (5393) 3,11 .45

l

f

rre

Prior GPA

Older

(N) Mean S.D.'

(609) 2.89: .56

07 .53,

(1385) 2.88 .54



,Universityof Michigan Cumulatiye Gran-Point .Avertige
4

,.

Traditional ,

Female

Male

Total

..,

Older
,

Female

,
, I

'Total I

i 6

'

.

\

(N) '',,

\

,..

(7434)

(8928

'.

\

\

F3shmeif

S.D.

.63,

.69

4

i' '

(N)

. ,

(116)

(269)

:

Mean

237' ,

2 80

(16362)

, ,

(70)

(31)

p

\

I

I

\, :,

2.83

2.91

2.26

,

.66

,

-.64

'.18.,

(4745)

,

518)

(678)

'

.

(10.1) '

r
u

2.1
,

,75 (1246)i

1,6
Y.!

1Transfer.

4

Mean S.D.

.,97 1 . .66

2.73 .72

2.84 .70

3.06

2;73

61,

9

I PI

2.88 .77

,

,

n

1\
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.1

HSGPA

,t

HSPR

AT

"
V

'I SAT )4

111-GPA

w

,

cla

liSGPA

18

HSPR
D

SAT V

SAT

UM-GPA

1,0

* P(;41

1'

Table V

Correlations Beeenr Predictors and 'Cr' iterionrfor 'Freshmen5

I

Freshmen Females

H4GPA HSPR Sf

;73* .32*.

, 73* ._. .2.4*1

.6/iT H, UM-GPI

VI

.2 * 42*,

.33* 131*

4 $$ ,

.55* .41*,,,, ," i ...1. ' .57* .36*,.
4

I. .34 . .63* 35
'4,

1
,

.
.. ,!00111111

I

, 0 1

,

.19''
,

JO .17
,

. ,

, 4-t

110M11

or

(N=7280 for traditional feMa1es,N=3 for older femalqs)
,

'FreshMen Males

it

HSGPA HSPR /SAT V
,

SAT M UM,GPA

20'

. .

.91*

-.29

,19 .07

*s
I

.32*

25t
*$

P,

-,33 OMI.

. 11P

'34

a

7.17
0

.37* .44*

.31*: .32*
#

,,544 .33*
r

.04

(N=8741, for traditional ma17 N=21 for oldtr es)

It

r'

.33*

L

tal
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!Table VI

Regression Analysis for Freshmen

, .

lignif.

:t

Females 72 57.74 .000

,

Males 8747 696.46 .000

Older

20

Females

Ma lei

.36 3.00 :033

21 ,
.90

tir

,

4

0

% of,Variance.

...Accounted for

.489 .24

.492' .24

.328 .28

.428 .18.

,

416



Table VII

/ .

Correlations, Between Prior and U-,M Grade-Point Average

for Transfer Students

Traditional Students

Female

Male

Total

Older Sfudents

Female

.01

Total

(N)

.36* '(1971)

.43* (2458)

.41* (4429)

.11 (445)

.13* (566)

42* (1011)

1.-

,
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FOOTNQTES

lr

'The a4iior.wisheS to'exires,s his thanks to Lance Erickson and Mariiyn'McKinney
s

for,theii helpful comment's and suggestions.

2Actually, students'who have paid their enrollment deposit and thus give,

.3

evidence of their intention to ehroll:

Academic subjects onlY.,

4 After 1-3 terms of enrollment, depending on-initial term.

Traditional students are above diagonal,kolder students below 'It.

6 Independent variables included are HSGPA, HSPR, S'Al V, SAT M.

9

or'


